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introduction: eu perspectives on european space
The most common spatial representation of the European Union (eu) is that of a grouping 
of nation-states, clearly delineated by political boundaries. However, in response to 
 different policy problems, the eu has, over time, become a prolific producer of alternative 
perspectives on European space. These deliberately transcend national borders. For 
example, the natura 2000 network (Figure 1), established by the eu Birds and Habitats 
Directives of 1979 and 1992, respectively, promotes a vision of ‘nature corridors’ across 
Europe where species can roam freely. The ‘priority axes’ of the Trans-European 
 Transport Network (Figure 2) communicate a vision of borderless mobility across the 
European continent. 
Figure 1: The eu’s Natura 2000 network 
Source: European Commission
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These visions of European space 
require cooperation across natio-
nal borders, but their implemen-
tation is largely left to the nation-
states. However, more recent eu 
spatial perspectives also include 
obligations for transboundary 
governance arrangements. For 
example, the Water Framework 
Directive (wfd), adopted in 2000, 
demands the pre paration of inte-
grated river-basin management 
plans for the entire catchment 
area  (Figure 3). For some of 
 Europe’s large rivers, such as the 
 Danube or the Rhine, this  requires 
coordination across several 
countries and regions. 
The recent eu Maritime 
 Policy promotes an ecosystems-
based approach for marine and 
coastal regions. It expects consti-
tuent states to work together to 
achieve good environmen tal 
 status and to coordinate their 
 activities in and around Europe’s 
sea basins (Figure 4). 
These policies are being pro-
moted by different Directorates-
General of the European 
 Commission. They show that a 
national focus of policymaking 
is increasingly complemented or 
even replaced by a European view. 
So aside from pursuing specific 
policy objectives, they also further 
the process of European integra-
tion by making the European 
scale a valid frame of reference. 
Figure 2: The eu’s Trans-European Transport Network 
Source: European Commission
Figure 3: National and international river-basin districts  
Source: European Commission
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rescaling processes  and new governance arr angements
However, European integration is not limited to a shift in spatial perspectives (and 
 corresponding power shifts) from the national up to the eu level. It also supports changes 
in competences across existing levels of decision-making within nation-states. This is 
commonly referred to as ‘rescaling’, defined as ‘the process in which policies and politics 
that formerly took place at one scale are shifted to others in ways that reshape the 
 practices themselves, redefine the scales to and from which they are shifted, and reorga-
nize interactions between scales’ (McCann 2003, p. 162).
The established conception of the nation-state is that of ‘a single economic space, 
single provider of public goods and bearer of sovereignty in its entire jurisdiction’ 
(Van Langenhove 2013, p. 486). The processes that led to the establishment 
and institutio nalization of the modern nation-state have resulted in a geographical 
imagination, a  ‘metageography’ that privileges them ‘over river basins, vegetation  zones, 
 population concentrations, or other possible regionalizations’ (Murphy 2008, p. 9). 
However, the boundedness of the nation-state presents considerable limitations to 
Figure 4: European marine and coastal regions  
Source: Suárez de Vivero et al. 2009, p. 630 
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 address the real geographies of problems and potentials in a globalized world and a 
Europe of open  borders. Many eu initiatives, such as the more recent examples given, in 
trying to respond to such challenges of ‘spatial fit’ (Moss 2004) between real-life 
 problems and existing institutional arrangements, are therefore actually trying to 
transcend the barriers that national borders present to effective policy responses. 
In addition to enabling sectoral policy visions that promote an alternative view on 
European space, the European integration process is thus also providing opportunities 
for the creation of new, ‘open-ended and loosely-bounded spaces’ (Keating 2009, p. 
39) and corresponding governance arrangements at different levels of scale. These new 
 spaces, at sub-state level or cross-border and transnational levels, deliberately stretch 
across  administrative and political borders to better address the reach of socio-economic 
 relations or respond to the requirements for coordinated action around large 
 eco systems. They are sometimes referred to as ‘soft spaces’ (Allmendinger and 
Haughton 2009; Faludi 2013), reflecting a relational understanding of space that is 
characterized by fuzzy boundaries, as each issue addressed has a different reach. 
They also result in new actor constellations and new governance arrangements, which 
may vary depending on the issue addressed and which are usually set up alongside 
 existing institutions (Blatter 2004; Brenner 2004; Keating 2009). The emergence 
of such functional and overlapping governance arrangements around specific policy 
agendas has been  explained by Hooghe and Marks (2003) in terms of multi-level 
 governance, reflecting on the increasing role of the eu in policy- and decision-making. 
 Accordingly, within the eu, general-purpose, stable and nested administrative units, 
such as nation-states,  regions and local authorities, are increasingly complemented 
by another type of multi-level governance arrange ment. This second type is focused 
on a particular policy problem, is functionally specific, is fluid over time and overlaps 
with other arrangements. 
Much has been written about the institutional changes that recent eu policy 
 initiatives such as the wfd or the eu’s maritime policies require and the challenges that 
the implementation of such new, functional, governance arrangements imply (e.g. 
 Liefferink et al. 2011; Moss 2004; van Tatenhove 2013). However, while in some cases 
– as with the wfd – transboundary and functionally specific governance arrangements 
are legally required, there are also numerous examples of ‘voluntary’ transboundary 
governance arrangements. The result is that, across Europe, there now exists what has 
been described as a ‘bewildering array of collaborative initiatives’ at cross-border and 
transnational scale (Deas and Lord 2006, p. 1850). Many of these collaborative arrange-
ments have been initiated ‘bottom up’ by the nations or regions concerned in response 
to perceived shared problems and potentials. However, financial support from the 
 European Commission through the interreg programme has meant that the number 
of cross-border and transnational spaces has multiplied since the 1990s. 
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eu support for ‘unusual regions’: 
interreg and tr ansnational cooper ation 
The main financial instrument to support cross-border and transnational cooperation 
in the eu is interreg, organized under the eu’s regional policy and financed through the 
European Regional Development Fund (erdf)(Dühr et al. 2010). interreg cooperation 
 programmes fund joint projects of organizations from the public, private and non- 
governmental sector across all of the eu’s national borders and for large transnational 
spaces. eu funding for cross-border cooperation has been available since 1990 (Figure 5). 
The interreg programmes on transnational cooperation were set up in 1997, deliberately 
to encourage ‘new ways of thinking about spatial prospects which are not limited by 
national boundaries’ (CEC 1994, p. 169). interreg started as a Community Initiative, 
giving the European Commission the opportunity to test novel approaches. However, 
Figure 5: The evolution of eu-funded 
territorial cooperation  (‘interreg’) 
Source: Dühr, et al. (2010) (modified)
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since 2007, ‘European territorial cooperation’ is one of the main objectives of eu 
 Cohesion Policy and therefore is directed towards achieving the eu’s strategic goals of 
cohesion and competitiveness (Dühr et al. 2010). 
The map of transnational regions for eu-funded territorial cooperation shows their 
size and geographical coverage in the eu Cohesion Policy period 2007-2013  (Figure 6). 
If overlaid with cross-border regions and other collaborative initiatives, the map would 
become a maze of overlapping ‘soft spaces’. 
Different governance approaches and  national ways of implementing eu policies become 
most apparent in these transboundary spaces where joint responses to shared problems 
are being sought. From the perspective of the European Commission, these spaces are 
therefore excellent laboratories to further integration. The expectation is that, at this 
scale, one can test how a better coordination of policies and actors at different levels of 
scale and across national borders can be achieved. Spatial planning may be a useful 
instrument to achieve such coordination.
the european spatial planning  approach 
The eu has no direct competence for spatial planning, but the expanding range of eu 
sector policies with spatial impacts has  already since the late 1980s prompted calls for 
concerted efforts to avoid the ‘costs of non-coordination’ (Robert et al. 2001). In 
 response to such concerns, and after a  decade of intergovernmental work by planners 
from the then eu-15 member states, the much-discussed non-binding ‘European Spatial 
Development Perspective’ (esdp) was adopted in 1999 (csd 1999). The esdp promotes a 
Figure 6: eu Cohesion Policy 
2007-2013: Transnational 
territorial cooperation 
(‘interreg ivb’) 
Source: European Commission,  
Visualization: S. Dühr and R. 
Wunderink
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‘spatial planning approach’ to address concerns of spatial coordination, horizontally 
across different policy sectors with  spatial impacts (such as environment, transport, 
agriculture and regional policy);  vertically among different levels of governance (from 
eu to local level); and geographically across administrative boundaries, including 
 national borders (Figure 7). Between 1997 and 2007, that is, until ‘European territorial 
cooperation’ became one of the main  objectives of eu Cohesion Policy, the espd was the 
guiding policy document for the transnational territorial cooperation programmes of 
the interreg initiative. The  Community Initiative interreg iic and interreg iiib on 
transnational cooperation on spatial planning therefore also allowed the European 
Commission to test novel governance arrangements in large transnational ‘soft spaces’ 
and to trial the usefulness of a spatial planning approach to achieve better coordination 
of policies and sectors outside a direct eu competence. 
The distinction of the European spatial planning approach to spatial planning 
within the member states is important, as it explains how European spatial planning is 
expected to achieve these coordination ambitions. Within nation-states, spatial plan-
ning is a sector of government activity alongside others such as agriculture, transport 
and environ ment, and it seeks to manage and regulate spatial development and land 
uses in pursuit of agreed objectives. These objectives are usually set out in a spatial plan, 
which in many European countries contains both a written statement and a visualization 
of the proposed interventions on a policy map (Dühr 2007). 
At transnational level, the scale, scope and range of interests involved is wider and 
more diverse than within a nation-state (Dühr et al. 2010). Moreover, spatial planning 
at transnational scale is usually based on voluntary agreements and cannot rely on 
 legal powers or government funding to achieve its goals as statutory planning does. It is 
therefore frequently referred to as ‘soft planning’. As such soft planning complements, 
rather than replaces, existing ‘hard planning’ approaches within the member states, it 
arguably requires powerful communicative instruments that ensure that it is relevant 
in decision-making processes of a wide range of actors. Thus, as Needham (1997) has 
Figure 7: The European 
spatial planning approach
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argued, for non-binding strategies a vision is needed that is so powerful and attractive 
that all those whose support is needed willingly range up behind it. Rather than pres-
cribing solutions or shaping spatial development itself, such a vision should, according 
to Faludi (2001, p. 664), shape ‘the minds of actors involved in spatial development’.
str ategy- and region-building through collabor ation, fr aming 
and mapping
But how do actors arrive at such a powerful vision in ‘soft spaces’, and how can the 
relevance of such a vision, or strategy, be ensured in the decision processes of a wide 
range of actors? 
First, it is important to remember that the definition of a relevant space for action 
is, of course, not just based on functional logic or political factors. Rather, it is a process 
of social construction by key actors and different interests to  determine at which level 
an issue will be managed. Even where the need for coordinated action is accepted, the 
transnational dimension of the ‘soft space’ challenges the established and deeply 
rooted perspective of the nation-state as the main arena for activity. Therefore, as Healey 
(2007) has argued, the idea of a region must first be ‘summoned up’ in a  discursive 
process, whereby convincing narratives are established that can support the development 
of a regional identity. The process of strategy-making, during which a common ground 
between different and sometimes competing interests is established, and which results 
in agreement on a joint vision for future action, is a key aspect of such region-building.
Because of the wide range of interests involved, such strategy formation in ‘soft 
spaces’ is usually a long and involved process. According to Healey (2007), it consists of 
four key dimensions, starting with the filtering of ideas and a prioritization of issues 
that deserve policy attention at this level of scale. The selected issues require a powerful 
frame that responds to the particular needs of key actors and that ‘creates a vision of 
the future that, through its very construction, places other possible visions outside the 
bounds of discussion’ (McCann 2003, p. 162). Only if the strategy is sufficiently focused 
and supported by a powerful and inspiring spatial frame will it be able to generate what 
Healey (2007, p. 186) has called ‘mobilising force’. This refers to coalition-building around 
the shared agenda. The long-term success of collaborative strategies relies on their 
‘transformative force’ (ibid). By providing a different way of ‘making sense’ of  spatial 
 relations, new types of actions and institutions can emerge (Healey 2007).
Spatial images can play an important role in supporting the processes of framing 
and strategy-making in soft spaces, and in providing a powerful and attractive vision 
(Dühr 2007). However, their use in planning processes requires an understanding of 
the power that maps themselves exercise. Processes of selection, generalization and 
 schematization in mapping imply numerous choices. The decision of what should be 
‘put on the map’ and how it is going to be presented can empower certain viewpoints 
and marginalize others (Dühr 2007; Richardson 2006). 
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In the words of the cartographers Denis Wood and John Fels (2008), a map is not a 
representation. It is an argument, or a system of propositions, that leads to social 
 action. While this is evident when considering some historical maps, in planning processes 
at all levels of scale there remain many misunderstandings about maps and about their 
value-laden nature and political potential. This becomes particularly obvious in transna-
tional planning processes where different planning traditions of visualizing come together 
(Dühr 2007). This often leads to highly controversial discussions over the mapping of, 
and for, the transnational region. However, in the process of region-building in ‘soft 
spaces’, the production of maps can be a defining component of the process because it 
gives shape to the region, provides arguments and justification for its construction, and 
shapes the relations of actors (Gaberell and Debarbieux 2014). Framing and mapping 
should therefore be particularly important considerations in transnational strategy- 
and region-building processes. However, as the following examples of transnational 
cooperation on ‘soft planning’ show, they often receive  limited attention. 
eu macro-regional str ategies
The latest, and widely noted, eu policy initiative aimed at transcending national  borders 
and addressing functional relationships are eu macro-regional strategies. They cover 
large areas of several countries or federal states, including eu and non-eu  members. 
They are framed around an ecosystems-based argument of seas, river basins and moun-
tain ranges. These are seen as the ‘connective tissue’ to achieve cohesion and coordina-
tion inside the eu, as well as to provide a bridge to non-eu members in pursuit of what 
has been called a ‘soft security agenda’ of the Union (Bialasiewicz et al. 2013).
The first macro-regional strategy for the Baltic Sea Region, was adopted in 2009. It 
was developed to address not only the increasingly serious degradation of the Baltic Sea 
Figure 8: eu macro-regional 
strategies 
and sea-basin strategies 
Source: European Commission, 
Visualization: S. Dühr and R. 
Wunderink
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but also the disparate development paths of the countries in the region (cec 2009; cec 
2010a; cec 2012). A similar transnational rationale is provided for the eu  macro- regional 
strategy for the Danube Region, adopted in 2010 (cec 2010b; cec 2010c). Two other 
 macro-regional strategies, for the Adriatic-Ioanian region and the Alpine region, are in 
preparation, and others are under discussion. The result may be a network of partly over-
lapping cooperation spaces that cover the European continent (Figure 8). 
The macro-regional strategies were, on request of the European Council, prepared 
by the European Commission jointly with actors in the regions. The strategies came with 
the disclaimer that they would not be supported by new funds, new legislation 
or new institutions (Samecki 2009). Instead, the actors should make use of the wide 
range of eu funding sources to achieve the agreed joint objectives. In this, they have 
to negotiate their way through the contradictory policy framework of the eu. The 
eu’s agenda for ‘Growth and Jobs’ (cec 2005), presently set out in the ‘Europe 2020’ 
strategy (cec 2010d), is implemented through different initiatives and agreements with 
the member states. It has for the past decade guided the objectives of all eu funding 
programmes, including those of the eu Cohesion Policy, which are consequently 
 organized around a mostly economic agenda and in a rather sectoral manner. On the 
other hand, there is the eu objective of territorial cohesion, which was included in the 
Lisbon Treaty of 2009 as a shared competence between the Union and its  members 
alongside the long-standing objectives of social and economic cohesion (cec 2008). 
While the objective of territorial cohesion has not been clearly defined, it has been inter-
preted as the ambition to achieve better policy coherence, similar to the  spatial planning 
approach put  forward by the esdp (Luukkonen and Moilanen 2012; Waterhout 2007). 
The eu macro-regional strategies are expected to coordinate eu policies and funding 
through a set of overarching objectives, priorities and actions, which are implemented 
through projects (Figures 9 and 10). The spatial coverage of individual actions and  projects 
varies significantly, as does the involvement of actors’ groups in their implementation 
(cec 2010e; cec 2011; cec 2013; Dühr 2011). Despite the focus on coordination around a 
spatial agenda, it is noticeable that spatial planning actors are significantly under-
Figure 9: The objectives and priority areas of the eu 
Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region  
Source: http://www.balticsea-region-strategy.eu/
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represented across the range of proposed actions, especially 
in comparison to other  policy communities from the areas 
of environment or transport (Dühr 2013). 
This is particularly so for traditional ‘terrestrial’ 
planning, which in the macro-regional strategies is  reduced 
to rather weak cooperation in relation to establishing joint 
databases and suchlike. The recent eu agenda for  maritime 
policy –  although like its terrestrial counterpart currently 
without an explicit eu competence – has, on the other 
hand,  resulted in a great enthusiasm among member sta-
tes and regions to prepare maritime spatial plans (Backer 
2011; Douvere and Ehler 2009). As these are developing 
within distinct national contexts, there are  several actions 
listed in the macro- regional strate gies to better coordinate 
these planning  instruments around the Baltic Sea and the 
Black Sea,  respectively, plus proposals to prepare trans-
boundary  maritime spatial plans (Dühr 2013). 
The process of developing the macro-regional strategies 
over a short period of time and with wide-ranging 
 consul tation, and the resulting enthusiasm for this 
 approach across Europe, is remarkable. However, in Healey’s 
(2007) conceptualization of strategy- building, the achieve-
ment of transformative force still seems some way off. The 
strategies are too broad and not sufficiently focused on 
 issues that need to be addressed at the transnational level. 
They include many rather generic objectives taken from the 
Europe 2020 strategy. The coordination between different 
priorities and actions is rather weak, because they respond 
to largely sectoral concerns (cec 2013). No maps are used 
to frame the rationale of the strategy, nor are there visua-
lizations of the proposed actions and projects and their 
expected effects on the macro-region (Figures 11 and 12) 
(Dühr 2013). 
Figure 10: The pillars and priority areas of the eu Strategy for the Danube Region 
Source: http://www.danube-region.eu/
Figure 11: The official ‘map’ (logo) 
of the eu Strategy for the Baltic Sea 
Region  
Source: http://www.balticsea-
region-strategy.eu/
Figure 12: The region covered by 
the eu Strategy for the Danube 
Region 
Source: http://www.danube- region.
eu/
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tr ansnational spatial visions
The eu macro-regional strategies are not the first attempt by the eu to encourage trans-
national region- and strategy-building from above. Under the first two Community 
 Initiatives for transnational cooperation, interreg iic (1997-1999) and interreg iiib 
(2000-2006), the transnational programme regions were expected to test the ESDP’s 
spatial planning approach through ‘transnational spatial visions’. These visions were 
intended to guide the work of constituent regional and national governments in their 
spatial planning activities and to provide a strategy for the selection of projects to be 
funded under the interreg programme (Dühr et al. 2010; Stumm and Robert 2006). 
Figure 13: A vision for  
North-West Europe 
Source: NWMA Spatial  
Vision Group 2000
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Only some of the transnational regions prepared a vision, and not all of them included 
visualizations (Dühr 2007). Those that did, such as the Spatial Vision for North-West 
Europe (nwma Spatial Vision Group 2000) (Figure 13), prepared with  co-funding from 
the interreg iic programme, or the ‘Atlantic Spatial Development Perspective’ (cpmr 
2005) (Figure 14), prepared with interreg iiib co-funding, reflect the search for com-
monalities in the spatial structure and spatial development potentials of the large region. 
They arguably do not succeed in offering a clear frame for the priorities for cooperation 
and the desired spatial structure. 
Figure 14: Atlantic Spatial Development Perspective 
Source: CPMR 2005 
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In contrast to such more top-down inspired processes of strategy-building, which 
at least in the case of the interreg visions were rather short-lived, there are examples 
of intergovernmental cooperation in transnational regions where some more use of 
framing and mapping is made. One such example for bottom-up cooperation on  spatial 
planning is the intergovernmental body vasab, which stands for ‘Vision and Strategies 
around the Baltic Sea’. vasab has, since 1994, prepared three successive spatial develop-
ment frameworks for the transnational region (vasab 2010 1994; vasab 2010 2001; vasab 
ltp 2009). What is noticeable, and illustrative of other ‘soft’ spatial planning else-
Figure 15: The first ‘spatial vision’ for the Baltic Sea Region (1994): Vision and 
Strategies around the Baltic Sea: Comprehensive Integrated Map 
Source: vasab 1994
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where, is the broadening scope of planning to include ever more topics over time, the 
latest of which relate to maritime spatial planning (Figures 15 and 16). In the most recent 
perspective for the Baltic Sea Region up to the year 2030 (vasab ltp 2009), more emphasis 
is also given to cross-border integration and the connectivity to other parts of Europe. 
Despite this acknowledgement of relational space, however, the mapping approach 
 remains rather traditional and tied to a focus on the nation-states and capital cities as 
the main spatial markers. 
Figure 16: The most recent ‘spatial vision’ for the Baltic Sea Region 
(2009): Long-term perspective for the territorial development of the 
Baltic Sea Region 
Source: vasab 2009
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concluding reflections and research agenda
European territorial cooperation and eu macro-regional strategies are evolving policy 
agendas, so there can be no hard conclusions yet about their role in Europe’s rescaling 
processes, or about the longer-term effects of such transnational region-building 
 processes. Despite the increasing influence of the eu on spatial planning, national 
boundaries still appear to matter greatly regarding how spatial development issues are 
being perceived (Dühr and Nadin 2007). Coordination tasks in ‘soft spaces’ present 
considerable challenges for the involved actors. The increasing range of alternative 
 perspectives on European space and the variety of functional governance arrangements 
in response to regula tory requirements, financial incentives or other drivers and ideas 
suggest that coordi nation challenges in the eu may become even more, rather than less, 
demanding in future. 
The discussion on the appropriate agenda for transnational  cooperation and how 
to achieve the desired policy coordination could be supported by powerful instruments 
such as spatial images. However, in most transnational cooperation initiatives there has 
been limited use of mapping and framing to date. Sectoral perspectives on European 
space, as some of those presented earlier, are usually supported by strong legal frame-
works such as eu directives and corresponding national legislation. ‘Soft’ cooperative 
approaches, be they under the umbrella of eu Cohesion Policy or in the context of eu 
macro-regional strategies, however, are dependent on the continuing political support 
of the member states and the eu institutions. So it goes without saying that a policy-
oriented research agenda is influenced by the developing policy framework of the eu, as 
well as the continuation of the European integration project more generally. 
The observations made in this paper suggest a number of areas of research in relation 
to processes of rescaling and transnational strategy-building, the understanding of 
spatial planning at the transnational scale and the role of maps in such ‘soft planning’ 
processes that will be the focus of the Chair of European Spatial Planning Systems over 
the coming years. 
First, the role of the eu in transnational region-building requires more analysis. 
 Research questions relate to the different channels through which the eu influences 
transnational regions-in-the-making, and the link between bottom-up and top-down 
initiatives for transnational strategy-building. Do the spatial perspectives that are 
 promoted by some eu sector policies contribute to increasing awareness among planning 
actors of the transnational and European dimension? How do actors in such ‘soft spaces’ 
engage with the broad and often contradictory eu policy framework, and how do they 
combine this with their specific regional needs and objectives in developing joint 
 strategies? Which types of governance arrangements are in place across Europe, and 
how effective are they in supporting transnational strategy-building? Would there be 
value in more clearly aligning intergovernmental cooperation on spatial planning, 
such as by vasab, with the eu-supported approach to macro-regional strategies? And 
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how will the recent decision to align European transnational territorial cooperation 
programmes under the eu Cohesion Policy with the existing and new eu macro-regional 
strategies affect the strategy- and region-building processes in these spaces? I hope we 
can address some of these questions within our transnational planet Europe partner-
ship and with other colleagues in the university and elsewhere over the coming years.
Second, the interpretation of ‘spatial planning’ at the transnational scale under 
changing conditions deserves deeper investigation. Achieving spatial coordination across 
different sectors, actors and levels of governance through a ‘soft’ spatial  planning 
 approach seemed already ambitious at the time when the esdp was adopted for an eu of 15 
member states. In the current context, following enlargements to currently 28  members 
and a further broadening and deepening of the role of the eu institutions in many areas 
of policy- and decision-making, a renewed discussion about the role of transnational 
spatial planning is needed. Transnational spatial strategies are, to a  considerable extent, 
informed by the participating planning traditions and their  understanding of spatial 
planning, including an awareness of planning actors of the transnational dimension 
(Dühr 2007). The recent changes in many European planning systems in pursuit of a 
more neoliberal agenda will likely also affect different member states’ approaches to trans-
national cooperation on spatial planning. A new PhD position on ‘European spatial 
planning systems in transition’ will address this relationship  between changing domestic 
planning systems and the approaches to transnational spatial planning in Europe.
A third focus is the role of maps in transnational strategy-building processes under 
these changing conditions and to better understand the potential of maps in region-
building processes. Planning for relational spaces suggests that, rather than searching for 
one single integrated map, multiple spatial visions may be needed, as every functional issue 
has a different spatial reach and a different effect on spatial organization (Crampton 
2001; Crampton 2011). This may require a different ‘visual language’ (Dühr 2007): one 
which is capable of communicating fluidity and uncertainty, as proposed by some 
 cartographers (Brunet 2002). The broadening scope of spatial planning to embrace more 
and more issues, including many that are not easily mapped through point, line and area 
symbols, implies considerable challenges for traditional (Euclidean) cartographic techni-
ques that are still widely used in spatial planning processes. Research is needed into the 
applicability of new cartographic approaches to collaborative spatial planning processes. 
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Dear Pieter: thank you for your cooperation, for being there to brainstorm over 
 inter-disciplinary arrangements in our education programmes, and especially for your 
unwavering support in times of need.
Dear Hans, dear Barrie: I may not have come to Nijmegen if it weren’t for you. 
Hans, thank you for the opportunities you gave me. Barrie, you helped me better under-
stand the Dutch culture, and to do so with a sense of humour, for which my thanks.
Dear Vincent: I am glad I came to Bristol all those years ago. My academic begin-
nings at uwe were formative years for me, and I look forward to our continuing cooperation 
here in the Netherlands. 
Dear Andreas: you were my second PhD supervisor, and the reason why I spent a 
research sabbatical in Nijmegen in 2003. I am grateful for your inspiration on making 
sense of the European spatial planning debates. 
To the planet Europe and esep team here in Nijmegen: Mark, Duncan, Arnoud, 
Lynneke, Koen, Saskia, Astrid and Stefan: thank you for your great cooperation on the 
adventure that is the setting up and running of our international Masters programmes. 
Richard Cowell from Cardiff University, Eric Markus, Lars Emmelin and Jan-Evert 
Nilsson from bth: one could not wish for a better partnership to approach a mission 
such as planet Europe together.
With my colleagues from the planning group here in Nijmegen, Peter, Erwin, 
 Sander, Pascal, Linda, Karel, Tamy and Henk, I look forward to further discussions on the 
 future of planning education and research in our department, in the Netherlands and in 
Europe. 
Having motivated and interested students makes being a professor rewarding. 
Dear students, I am happy about your input and questions, and for our discussions, 
which also help to make planet Europe and esep even better. 
Last, but certainly not least I would like to express my thanks to friends who were 
there through ups and downs, and who have travelled a long way to be here today: 
 Celia, Richard, Stefan, Monica and Claire. 
Now, allow me to switch to German to address my family:
Liebe Verwandtschaft, ich freue mich sehr, dass Ihr heute hier sein könnt. 
Liebe Michi, Du bist nicht ganz unbeteiligt daran, dass ich heute hier stehe. Danke für 
Deine aktive Hilfe bei zahlreichen Umzügen, für das Korrekturlesen wissenschaftlicher 
Arbeiten und für Dein geduldiges Zuhören bei wichtigen Entscheidungen. 
Ik heb gezegd. 
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